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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-21 have been examined. The examiner notes that in the previous office 
action, the examiner indicated that claims 3-14 contained allowable subject matter. 
However, upon further consultation with examiner Ho Song in 2135 and examiner 
Calvin Hewitt in 3621, the examiner must regretfully withdraw the previous indication of 
allowable subject matter. Though the teachings by Ward are from the art of parking 
meters, the business methodology taught by Ward would still be relevant to the art of 
business cryptography, i.e. selling of public key certificates, and as such one of ordinary 
skill would have sufficient motivation to combine the teachings of Ward with teachings 
from the art of business cryptography to arrive at the applicant's claimed invention. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Response to Amendment 

The examiner notes the amendments applicant submitted on 5/12/2005. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments toward the 112, second paragraph rejection have been 
considered. Upon further review with examiner Calvin Hewitt and Daniel Greene in art 
unit 3621, the examiner respectfully submits that applicant's argument that an assertion 
between a name and a public key (as amended) "is a well known and understood term 
in security and cryptographic systems" are incorrect. If it is a well-known term, the 
examiner respectfully request applicant supply proof of what the term means in the art 
of security and cryptography as applicant's arguments are insufficient evidence. 
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Applicant's arguments toward the 101 rejections in the last office action were 
considered but were not persuasive as nothing tangible was recited in the claims. The 
examiner notes that the applicant believed that the claims were directed towards the 
"tangible art of assertion management". The examiner respectfully disagrees as 
"assertion management" is a concept and is not tangible; you can't touch it. The 
examiner notes that in the interview with applicant's representative, Mr. Brett, on July 
14, 2005 some ways of overcoming the 101 rejections were discussed. Applicant is 
welcome to amend the claims using the methods discussed or in some other manner to 
overcome the 101 rejections. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the art rejection of claims 1,2, 15, and 16 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. However, 
the examiner will address the applicant's arguments for the sake of clarifying the 
rejections below as Ward is still used as one of the references in the rejection. 

Applicant argues for claims 1 and 15 that the methodology disclosed by Ward 
does not correspond to a method that maintains a pool of unallocated time as it is not 
clear that a particular monetary amount corresponds to a fixed amount (or pool) of time. 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. In Ward's invention, money is equivalent to time 
as by putting money in the meter, one gains the right to park there legally for a certain 
amount of time for a given amount of money. Just because the parking rate at a meter 
might be different at different times or a different parking jurisdictions might have 
different rates (as argued by applicant) is irrelevant. The fact that Ward's invention can 
be used by someone at the same parking jurisdiction and at times when the parking fare 
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charged are always the same means the claimed limitations read on Ward's teachings. 
Further, most parking meters charge the same rates no matter the time of day, week, 
month, or year. Note also that Ward discloses that the smart card of his invention is 
preferably only useful in the jurisdiction in which it was purchased (p3, last paragraph). 
It is not unreasonable to assume that within that jurisdiction, the parking rates are 
constant between each meter. There is also nothing recited in the claims which would 
indicate that time is limited to always passing at a given constant value. A clock/counter 
on one computer can run at a different rate than the clock/counter on another computer. 
This is equivalent to different rates on a parking meter. 

Applicant argues for claim 2 that the subject matter that claim 2 is attempting to 
address is the issue of having "unallocated time" available for use for an indefinite 
period. Applicant states that the claim recites the concept that over time if "unallocated 
time" is not used, then the consumer will lose the right to use that "unallocated time." 
The examiner notes that what the claim is reciting is much broader than what applicant 
is arguing it is reciting. 

As per claim 16, applicant argues that Ward monitors money not time. The 
examiner respectfully asserts that since money is being used by Ward to buy time, the 
two are essentially equivalent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

1. Claims 1, 3, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, and 15 use the term "assertion." Neither the 
specification nor the claims themselves explicitly define what the applicant's 
definition of assertion is. The examiner notes that the phrase "assertion between 
a name and a public key" does not clarify further what an assertion is. 

2. Any claims not specifically addressed are rejected by virtue of dependency. 
Appropriate action is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-13 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Claim 1: 

Claim 1 refers to a method of providing assertion comprising: 

1 . Selling a pool of unallocated time, which is disclosed in the applicant's 
specification as handled by a purchase component 18 (p8, lines 15-19). 

2. Generating an assertion between a name and a public key upon request, 
which is disclosed in the applicant's specification as handled by a request 
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component 20 and a Certificate Authority (CA) server 28 (p9, lines 5-9 and 
26-32). 

3. Revoking an assertion upon request, which is disclosed in the applicants 
specification as handled by a revocation component 22 (p10, lines 13-16). 

The purchase component, request component, and revocation component are 
disclosed in the applicant's specification as being subroutines within the Certificate Time 
Manager (CTM) software (page 6, lines 8-12). No tangible subject matter is disclosed 
by any of these components. In addition, the examiner notes that the CA server may be 
a software server. 
Claim 2: 

Claim 2 has all the limitations of claim 1 . In addition, claim 2 refers to a further 
step of eroding unallocated time over time. The applicant's specification discloses this 
step as being handled by the CTM component (p11, lines 30-31). The CTM software is 
just software, so no tangible subject matter is recited (p6, lines 9-10). 
Claim 3: 

Claim 3 refers to purchase, request, and revocation components. As disclosed in 
claim 1 , these components are software and are not tangible subject matters. In 
addition, claim 3 also refers to a repository, which the applicant discloses is a public 
database (page 2, lines 16-18). Databases are just software. No tangible subject matter 
is recited in claim 3. 
Claim 4: 



Application/Control Number: 09/892,490 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2135 

Claim 4 has all the limitations of claims 3. In addition, the examiner notes that 
certificates are stored in repositories (i.e. databases), which is just software, see p6, 
lines 22-24. No tangible subject matter is recited. 
Claim 5: 

Claim 5 has all the limitations of claim 3. In addition, claim 5 refers to monitoring 
when the unallocated time falls below a threshold and notifying a user associated with 
the unallocated time if the unallocated time falls below the threshold. Monitoring and 
notification are disclosed as being handled by the CTM software (p 13, lines 2-5). No 
tangible subject matter is recited. 
Claim 6: 

Claim 6 has all the limitations of claim 3. In addition, claim 6 refers to the request 
component determining whether the requested lifetime is greater than the unallocated 
time, and if the requesting lifetime is greater than the unallocated time, presents the 
user with a set of options for remedying an insufficiency of the unallocated time. This 
limitation is disclosed in the applicant's specification as being implemented by the 
request component (p9, lines 13-15 and p10, lines 1-5). A discussed in claim 1, the 
request component is just software, so no tangible subject matter is recited. 
Claims 7 and 11: 

The steps of claim 7 and 1 1 are disclosed in the claims as being implemented by 
a processing platform. A processing platform is defined as "the underlying hardware or 
software for a system." Thus, the examiner asserts that claim 7 given its broadest 
reasonable interpretation reads on just software — an operating system. 
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Claims 8-10 and 12: 

Claims 8-10 have all the limitations of claim 7. Claim 12 has all the limitations of 
claim 11. In addition, as per claims 8-10 and claim 12, the examiner asserts that only 
additional steps performed by the software on the data being processed are recited. 
Thus no statutory subject matter is recited. 
Claim 13: 

"Functional descriptive material" consists of data structures and computer 
programs which impart functionality when employed as a computer component. The 
definition of "data structure" is a "physical or logical relationship among data elements, 
designed to support specific data manipulation functions." (The Authoritative Dictionary 
of IEEE Standards Terms, 7 th Edition) "Nonfunctional descriptive material" includes but 
is not limited to music, literary works and compilation or mere arrangement of data. 

The examiner asserts that the invention as recited in claim 13 imparts no 
functionality when employed as a computer component but rather is a mere 
arrangement of data. 
Claim 15: 

Claim 15 discloses a system with means for: 

1 . Allocating a pool of unallocated time, which is disclosed in the applicant's 
specification as handled by a purchase component 18 (p8, lines 15-19). 

2. Processing a request for an assertion between a name and a public key, 
which is disclosed in the applicant's specification as handled by a request 
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component 20 and a Certificate Authority (CA) server 28 (p9, lines 5-9 and 
26-32). 

3. Processing a revocation, which is disclosed in the applicant's specification 
as handled by a revocation component 22 (p10, lines 13-16). 
As discussed in claim 1, these components are software only and no tangible 
subject matter is recited. 
Claim 16: 

Claim 16 has all the limitations of claim 15. In addition, claim 16 discloses a 
means for monitoring unallocated time and for notifying a user. As discussed in claim 5, 
the means for monitoring and notifying are handled by the CTM software and thus no 
tangible subject matter is recited. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Ward et al (WO 97/30421) in view of Hsu et al (US 5,982,898). 

Claim 1: 

Ward discloses a method of providing assertions comprising the steps of: 
1. Selling a pool of unallocated time (page 2, lines 15-18). 
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2. Upon request, generating an assertion having a lifetime and subtracting the 
lifetime from the unallocated time (page 4, lines 4-8). 

3. Upon request, revoking an assertion and adding any remaining lifetime of the 
assertion to the unallocated time (page 2, lines 18-22). 

Note that in Ward's invention, the assertion is some sort of indication that a car is 
legally parked in a metered spot. 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
limitations recited in claim 1. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
as by combining Ward's teachings with Hsu, Hsu would then be able to encourage 
buyers of certificates/assertions to purchase as much time as possible (to allocate to 
individual certificates later) with the assurance that he/she will not be wasting money on 
time not used (Ward, page 3, lines 5-6). 
Claim 2: 

Ward and Hsu disclose all the limitations of claim 1. In addition, Ward discloses 
eroding unallocated time over time (page 4, lines 4-8). Note that unallocated time being 
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eroded away due to it being allocated to a lifetime of the assertion is still the unallocated 
time being eroded away time over time. 
Claim 3: 

Ward discloses a system for managing assertions, the system comprising: 

1 . A repository containing an unallocated time, the unallocated time indicating an 
amount of time available for assertions (Fig 1 , item 101). 

2. A purchase component adapted to add a requested bulk lifetime to the 
unallocated time (p4, lines 2-3). 

3. A requested component adapted to, upon generation of an assertion having a 
requested lifetime, deduct the requested lifetime from the unallocated time (p4, 
lines 4-8). 

4. A revocation component adapted to, upon revocation of an assertion having a 
remaining lifetime, add the remaining lifetime to the unallocated time (p2, lines 
18-22). 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which' sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
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limitations recited in claim 3. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
for the same reason given in claim 1 . 
Claim 4: 

The limitation recited in claim 4 is obvious to the combination invention of Ward 
and Hsu. Hsu discloses each assertion is a public key certificate (col 2, lines 12-32). 
Claim 5: 

Ward further discloses monitoring when the unallocated time falls below a 
threshold and notifying a user associated with the unallocated time if the unallocated 
time falls below the threshold (p4, lines 17-26 and Figure 2, step 265 and 267). 
Claim 6: 

Ward further discloses wherein the request component determines whether the 
requested lifetime is greater than the unallocated time, and if the requested lifetime is 
greater than the unallocated time, present the user with a set of options for remedying 
the insufficiency of the unallocated time (p4, lines 17-26 and Fig 2). 
Claim 7: 

Ward discloses processing platform implemented method of processing a 
request for an assertion, the method comprising the steps of: 

1 . Maintaining an unallocated time the unallocated time being available for 
assertions (page 2, lines 15-18). 

2. Accepting a request for an assertion and a requested lifetime (page 4, lines 4-8). 

3. Determining whether the unallocated time is greater than or equal to the 
requested lifetime (p4, lines 17-26 and Fig 2). 
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4. Upon determining that the unallocated time is greater than or equal to the 
requested lifetime, deducting the requested lifetime from the unallocated time 
(Fig 2). 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
limitations recited in claim 7. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
for the same reason given in claim 1 . 
Claim 8: 

The limitation recited in claim 8 is obvious to the combination invention of Ward 
and Hsu. Hsu discloses forwarding the request for an assertion to an entity responsible 
for generating assertions (col 2, lines 58-66). 
Claim 9: 

The limitation recited in claim 9 is obvious to the combination invention of Ward 
and Hsu. Hsu discloses each assertion is a public key certificate (col 2, lines 12-32). 
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Claim 10: 

Ward and Hsu disclose all the limitations of claim 7. In addition, Ward discloses 
eroding unallocated time over time (page 4, lines 4-8). Note that unallocated time being 
eroded away due to it being allocated to a lifetime of the assertion is still the unallocated 
time being eroded away time over time. 
Claim 11: 

Ward discloses a processing platform implemented method of processing a 
request for a revocation of an assertion, the method comprising the steps of: 

1. Maintaining an unallocated time, the unallocated time being time available for 
assertions (page 2, lines 15-18). 

2. Identifying an assertion to be revoked, the assertion having a remaining lifetime 
(Fig 2). 

3. Adding the remaining lifetime to the unallocated time (Fig 2). 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have- been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
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limitations recited in claim 11. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 

for the same reason given in claim 1. 

Claim12: 

The limitation recited in claim 12 is obvious to the combination invention of Ward 
and Hsu. Hsu discloses each assertion is a public key certificate (col 2, lines 12-32). 
Claim 13: 

Ward discloses a memory for storing data for access by an application program 
being executed on a data processing system, comprising: 

1 . A data structure stored in the memory, the data structure including information 
resident in a database used by the application program including at least one 
entry, each entry including: 

a. An account identification field which identifies an account (Fig 2 and p4, 
lines 17-26). 

b. An unallocated time field which identifies an amount of time available to 
the account for allocation to assertions. 

Ward does not disclose a user identification field which provides access control 
to the account and an assertion being between a name and a public key. However, Hsu 
discloses a user identification field which provides access control to the account and an 
assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16-21). Hsu also discloses that 
a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which would mean that the certificate 
authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, lines 64-66). In light of this it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined Ward's teachings 
of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a certificate authority issuing 
assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the limitations recited in claim 13. 
One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so for the same reason given in 
claim 1. 
Claim 14: 

Ward discloses: 

1. Generating an entry in a repository, the entry including unallocated time (Fig 1, 
item 101 and page 3, last paragraph-page 4, first paragraph). 

2. Receiving a request for a purchase of bulk lifetime (page 2, lines 1 5-1 8 and page 
3, last paragraph-page 4, first paragraph). 

3. Adding the bulk lifetime to the unallocated time, in the even that a request for a 
purchase of bulk lifetime is received (p4, first paragraph). 

4. Receiving a request for an assertion and a requested lifetime (page 4, lines 4-8 
and Fig 2). 

5. Deducting the requested lifetime from the unallocated time, in the event that a 
request for an assertion is received (page 4, lines 4-8 and Fig 2). 

6. Receiving an identification of an assertion to be revoked, the assertion having a 
remaining lifetime (Fig 2). 

7. Adding the remaining lifetime to the unallocated time, in the event that an 
identification of an assertion to be revoked is received (Fig 2). 



Application/Control Number: 09/892,490 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2135 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
limitations recited in claim 14. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
for the same reason given in claim 1 . 
Claim 15: 

Ward discloses a system for allocating assertions comprising: 

1 . Means for allocating a pool of unallocated time available for assertion validity 
(page 2, lines 15-18). 

2. Means for processing a request for an assertion having a lifetime, the means for 
processing the request subtracting the lifetime from the unallocated time (page 4, 
lines 4-8). 

3. Means for processing a revocation of an existing assertion by determining any 
remaining lifetime of the existing assertion and adding at least a porting of the 
remaining lifetime of the assertion to the unallocated time (page 2, lines 18-22). 

Ward does not disclose the assertion is between a name and a public key. 
However, Hsu discloses an assertion between a name and a public key (col 2, lines 16- 
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21). Hsu also discloses that a certificate authority is a commercial concern, which 
would mean that the certificate authority is a business which sells certificates (col 2, 
lines 64-66). In light of this it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have combined Ward's teachings of a selling methodology with Hsu's teachings of a 
certificate authority issuing assertions between a name and public key to arrive at the 
limitations recited in claim 15. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
for the same reason given in claim 1. 
Claim 16: 

Ward discloses al the limitations of claim 15. In addition, Ward further discloses 
means for monitor when the unallocated time falls below a threshold, and for notifying a 
user associated with the unallocated time if the unallocated time falls below the 
.threshold (Figure 3, step 265 and 267). 
Claims 17-21: 

Claims 17-21 recites a computer readable medium having instructions stored 
therein for executing on a processing platform to execute the method of claims 1, 2, 7, 
9, and 10 respectively. This limitation is obvious to the combination invention of Ward 
and Hsu as there must be a computer readable medium having instructions stored 
thereon for executing on a processing platform to execute the methods as recited in the 
aforementioned claims as Hsu's invention is computer implemented (Fig 1). 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ponnoreay Pich whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-4:30pm Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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